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FOREWORD 
 

We are pleased to publish this twenty-fifth volume in the 

Occasional Paper series of the US Air Force Institute for National 

Security Studies (INSS).  The United States faces an uneasy period of 

transition advancing into the post-Cold War era, and frequent 

involvement in the broad array of peace operations and other operations 

at the lower end of the conflict spectrum has become a central task for 

the U.S. military.  Because of our essential lift, humanitarian relief, and 

communications and command and control capabilities, the USAF is 

involved in these operations virtually every time the U.S. government 

commits its support.  Further, U.S. airpower is a primary, if not the 

primary, instrument of choice for enforcing sanctions and seeking 

military leverage in support of political objectives in many of these 

situations.  For all of these reasons, this is an important and timely paper 

that deserves careful consideration in planning and conducting USAF 

missions in support of peace operations. 

 

About the Institute 

 

 INSS is primarily sponsored by the National Security Policy 

Division, Nuclear and Counterproliferation Directorate, Headquarters US 

Air Force (HQ USAF/XONP) and the Dean of the Faculty, USAF 

Academy.  Our other sponsors currently include the Air Staff’s 

Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance Directorate (XOI); the 

Secretary of Defense’s Office of Net Assessment (OSD/NA); the 

Defense Threat Reduction Agency (incorporating the sponsorship of the 

Defense Special Weapons Agency and the On-Site Inspection Agency); 

the Army Environmental Policy Institute; the Plans Directorate of the 

United States Space Command; and the Air Force long-range plans 
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directorate (XPXP).  The mission of the Institute is “to promote national 

security research for the Department of Defense within the military 

academic community, and to support the Air Force national security 

education program.”  Its research focuses on the areas of greatest interest 

to our organizational sponsors: arms control, proliferation, regional 

studies, Air Force policy, information warfare, environmental security, 

and space policy. 

 INSS coordinates and focuses outside thinking in various 

disciplines and across the military services to develop new ideas for 

defense policy making.  To that end, the Institute develops topics, selects 

researchers from within the military academic community, and 

administers sponsored research.  It also hosts conferences and workshops 

and facilitates the dissemination of information to a wide range of private 

and government organizations.  INSS is in its seventh year of providing 

valuable, cost-effective research to meet the needs of our sponsors.  We 

appreciate your continued interest in INSS and our research products. 

 
 
 
 

JAMES M. SMITH 
Director 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Peace operations continue to evolve.  With each successive operation, 

doctrine and organizational arrangements are updated to reflect past 

experiences.   The traditional peacekeeping conducted during the Cold 

War is largely a thing of the past; new forms of conflict and new 

participants have changed the nature of peacekeeping dramatically.  In 

few cases can blue-helmeted observers from non-US countries expect to 

merely stand between two warring states and observe a cease-fire.  

Modern peacekeeping frequently involves non-state actors, often within 

a single country, and may include missions such as humanitarian 

assistance, refugee resettlement, demining, and nation-building.  

American involvement has increased significantly since the end of the 

Cold War, and the participation of civilian and private relief agencies 

adds new stresses to operational principles such as “objective” and 

“unity of command.”  The United States military will have to be flexible 

enough to support peace operations with varying operational objectives 

and constraints. 

 This study examines the role of the Air Force in future peace 

operations.  For simplicity’s sake, it uses the term “peacekeeping” to 

encompass both impartial peacekeeping and more coercive peace 

enforcement.  The authors draw upon the experience of the US and other 

nations to improve understanding of how peacekeeping forces operate 

and shed light on how best to employ American forces.  This paper 

reviews existing US military doctrine and examines the impact, both 

positive and negative, that peacekeeping has on combat readiness.  The 

authors then suggest areas for consideration regarding the preparation for 

and conduct of peace operations.   

 An extensive literature review provided the foundation for this 

study.  It was supplemented by an understanding of current missions, 
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policies, and doctrine gained through interviews with military members 

and civilian policymakers at the United Nations and the Departments of 

Defense and State, and with scholars in this field.  The validity of the 

initial research was tested in field visits to the Combined Air Operations 

Center (CAOC) at Vicenza, Italy, which oversees NATO air operations 

in the Balkan region, and to Task Force Eagle and the 401st 

Expeditionary Air Base Group (401st EABG), the US Army and Air 

Force operations headquartered near Tuzla, Bosnia-Herzegovina, that are 

part of the Stabilization Force (SFOR).  These visits allowed the authors 

to meet with commanders and their forces and observe operations 

firsthand. 

 Below is a brief list summarizing the authors’ main conclusions and 

recommendations for US Air Force participation in peace operations. 

• Air Force doctrine designed specifically for peace operations is not 
required so long as appropriate doctrine for various functional areas 
is incorporated into strategies and operation plans. 

 
• Coercive airpower can play a role in peace operations, but the most 

powerful contribution of airpower is likely to come through air 
mobility. 

 
• The ability to rapidly redeploy personnel and equipment from a 

peace operation to a major theater war is critical, and should be 
considered when designing operation plans. 

 
• There is no need for Air Force units to be specifically designated for 

peace support operations. 
 
• Commanders must carefully analyze mission objectives and the 

threat environment to determine the best mix of forces, rather than 
simply using all available assets. 

 
• Current rotation policies are effective, especially for support 

personnel in all but the highest-demand career fields, and allow 
more Air Force members to gain operational experience without 
placing an impossible strain upon them. 
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• The use of reserve component forces in peace operations, especially 
among support forces, could be substantially increased. 

 
• Far from reducing combat effectiveness, training for and 

participating in peace operations can be performed with little 
adverse impact on readiness, and in many cases may improve Air 
Force members’ readiness for combat. 

 
 Dag Hammarskjold, former Secretary-General of the UN, once said 

“peacekeeping is not a job for soldiers, but only a soldier can do it.”   As 

long as the American government and public feel that peace operations 

will help promote national security interests, the US military will be 

called upon to participate in those missions alongside many other 

agencies.  This paper neither advocates the use of US military forces for 

peace operations nor recommends they not be employed.  Rather, it 

addresses the current reality, and it should help military members 

understand the very unusual tasks they will no doubt be called upon to 

perform in the next peace operation. 
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